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Claim Objections 

Claims 5 objected to because of the following informalities: 

a) on line 4 of claim 5, "body (2) with the surface to be inspected are movable" 
is unclear; 

b) on line 3 of claim 1 1 , it appears that "are excepted" should read " are 
accepted." 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

Claim 7 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which applicant 
regards as the invention. 

Regarding claim 7, the phrase "preferably" renders the claim indefinite because it 
is unclear whether the limitation(s) following the phrase are part of the claimed 
invention. See MPEP § 2173.05(d). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

Claims 1-3 and 5-14 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Klaus et al (DE 19739250). Examiner is attaching a machine translation of DE 
1 9739250 to this office action. Please refer to the translation for the rejection below. 
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With regard to claims 1 and 14, Klaus et al teaches of a method and apparatus 
for inspecting the surfaces of a three dimensional body, with which at least one camera 
(K1 , Kn) and at least one illuminating device (B1 , Bn) are moved relative to the surface 
of the object, pictures are taken of areas to be inspected on the surface during the 
movement of the camera relative to the surface, and the pictures are transmitted to a 
computer and are evaluated therein (page 4; 2 nd paragraph), wherein the camera, 
illumination device and the surface are brought into at least one defined geometric 
relationship with each other during the inspection of each area to be inspected on the 
surface, at least for period required to take a picture. 

With regard to claims 2, 8 and 13, the camera, illumination device and the 
surface are brought into several different defined geometric relationships with each 
other during the inspection of each area to be inspected on the surface, at least for the 
period of time required to take a picture (paragraph 27). 

With regard to claim 3, the defined geometric relationship is determined by the 
angle between the surface normals of the area to be inspected, the illumination and the 
camera and/or by the distance between the surface of the area to be inspected and the 
illumination and/or the camera (paragraph 24). 

With regard to claims 5 and 16-17, the camera, illumination device and/or body 
(2) with the surface to be inspected are movable in one or more degrees of freedom and 
wherein several cameras and illumination devices and inspection units each represent 
separate subsystems (paragraph 19). 
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With regard to claim 6, the illumination takes place in a diffuse, directed or 
structured manner, as sustained illumination and/or flash illumination (paragraph 21). 

With regard to claim 7, the illumination is directed-two-dimensional illumination 
(paragraph 21) 

With regard to claim 9, several cameras and several illumination devices are 
combined to form at least two subsystems that are movable relative to the surface to 
be inspected, subsystems being interconnected via a communication interface, and 
the inspection result being created by evaluating the images of several or all of the 
subsystems (paragraph 20). 

With regard to claim 10, the evaluation of the pictures that were taken is 
evaluated using image-evaluation algorithms stored in a computer system (paragraph 
20). 

With regard to claim 1 1 , specifiable structures are accepted from detection as 
defects during the inspection (paragraph 26). 

With regard to claim 12, the relative position between the surface to be inspected 
and the camera and/or the illumination device is detected, and the picture is taken such 
that it is controlled via resolution, position and/or time in accordance with the relative 
position (paragraph 20 and 21). 

Claims 14-15 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Claridge 
et al (WO 87/00629). 

With regard to claim 14, Claridge et al teach of a system for inspecting surfaces 
of a three-dimensional object, in particular for carrying out the method as recited in 
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claim 1 , with at least one camera (56, 57) for taking pictures of the areas to be 
inspected on the surface, and at least one illumination device (22), with at least one 
displacement device (13A-13F) that moves the camera, illumination device and body 
(1 1 ) relative to each other, and with an evaluation unit (1 78) for evaluating the pictures 
that were taken, characterized by a control device set up such that the camera, 
illumination device and surface are in at least one defined geometric relationship with 
each other during the inspection of every area to be inspected on the surface (col 3; 
lines 10-11) 

With regard to claim 15, The system as recited in claim 14, wherein at least one 
camera and at least one illumination device are located in a single inspection unit (3, 4). 
16. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claim 4 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Klaus et al 
(DE 19739250). Examiner is attaching a machine translation of DE 19739250 to this 
office action. Please refer to the translation for the rejection below. 

Klaus et al teaches of a method and apparatus for inspecting the surfaces of a 
three dimensional body, with which at least one camera (K1 , Kn) and at least one 
illuminating device (B1 , Bn) are moved relative to the surface of the object, pictures are 
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taken of areas to be inspected on the surface during the movement of the camera 
relative to the surface, and the pictures are transmitted to a computer and are evaluated 
therein (page 4; 2 nd paragraph), wherein the camera, illumination device and the surface 
are brought into at least one defined geometric relationship with each other during the 
inspection of each area to be inspected on the surface, at least for period required to 
take a picture. 

Klaus et al lacks the teaching of different sized areas to be inspected are 
selected depending on the curvature of the surface. 

Snow (2,315,282) teaches of controlling the size of the illuminated area because 
of varying curvatures (page 3; col 1; lines 38-43). 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to control the size of the illuminate area because of varying curvatures in the 
inspection apparatus taught by Klaus et al for the specific reasons stated by Snow 
which is that a surface of small radius of curvature is more accurately analyzed if its 
area of illumination is narrow which would provide a more accurate and precise 
measurement. 

Claims 18-19 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Claridge et al (WO 87/00629). 

Claridge et al teach of a system for inspecting surfaces of a three-dimensional 
object, in particular for carrying out the method as recited in claim 1 , with at least one 
camera (56, 57) for taking pictures of the areas to be inspected on the surface, and at 
least one illumination device (22), with at least one displacement device (13A-13F) that 
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moves the camera, illumination device and body (11) relative to each other, and with an 
evaluation unit (178) for evaluating the pictures that were taken, characterized by a 
control device set up such that the camera, illumination device and surface are in at 
least one defined geometric relationship with each other during the inspection of every 
area to be inspected on the surface (col 3; lines 10-11). 

With regard to claims 18-19, Claridge lacks the teaching of 3-dimensional 
calibration. 

Official Notice is taken that 3-dimensinal calibration are old and well known in 
the art. See In Re Malcolm 1942C.D.589:543 O.G.440. 

At the time of the invention, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art to calibrate the cameras (adjust output to agree with standard) which would 
provide a more accurate and precise measurement 

Several facts have been relied upon from the personal knowledge of the 
examiner about which the examiner took Official Notice. Applicant must seasonably 
challenge well known statements and statements based on personal knowledge when 
they are made. In re Selmi, 156 F.2d 96, 70 USPQ 197 (CCPA 1946); In re Fischer, 125 
F.2d 725, 52 USPQ 473 (CCPA 1942). See also In re Boon, 439 F.2d 724, 169 USPQ 
231 (CCPA 1971) (a challenge to the taking of judicial notice must contain adequate 
information or argument to create on its face a reasonable doubt regarding the 
circumstances justifying the judicial notice). If applicant does not seasonably traverse 
the well-known statement during examination, then the object of the well known 
statement is taken to be admitted prior art. In re Chevenard, 139 F.2d 71 , 60 USPQ 239 
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(CCPA 1943). A seasonable challenge constitutes a demand for evidence made as 
soon as practicable during prosecution. Thus, applicant is charged with rebutting the 
well-known statement in the next reply after the Office action in which the well known 
statement was made. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the examiner 
should be directed to Amanda H Merlino whose telephone number is 571-272-2421 . The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday and Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Gregory J Toatley, Jr. can be reached on 571-272-2800 ext 77. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Amanda H Merlino /A. H. M./ 
Patent Examiner 
Art Unit 2877 
January 8, 2009 



/Gregory J. Toatley, Jr./ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2877 

1/16/09 



